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By ]J. W. FULBRIGHT

¥ aNDERLYING the controversy
- ! about the Central Intelligence
\aad Agency and its clandestine re-
iationships with private organizations
is a larger question about our basic
philosophical stand as a nation. Do
we, or do we not, subseribe to the
great Kantian categorical imperative
—of wt':. Drof. Henry Steele Com-
mager . atly reminded the Foreign
Relations Committee —“Never treat
any human being as a mecans but
always as an end,” and “So conduct
yourself that you might generalize
your every action into a universal

- rule”?

These are ideal rules; few if any
men can live up to them fully, but
mos>.  Americans accept them as

iangards to which they aspirve. They
«re amplicit in our Constitution and
in our traditions, both of which put
limits on the use of power so as to
protect certain rights of the individ-
ual. The essential purpose of our
system —of federalism, checks and
balances and the Bill of Rights—is
not efficiency in the use of power but
umitations on it, or, fo put it another
way, the aceeptance of that degree of
inefficiency in the conduct of govern-
racnt which is essential to protect the
-nwvidual. At the core of the system
is the beiief that the human individ-
ual is an end, not a means; and that
means, in order not to destroy the
ends they serve, must be morally
compatible with them. If we stand for
anything in the world, it is this idea.

Q‘E 2 |

‘ .Z("hm’ the last generation our
country has heen moving away from
these values, More and more, we
have been treating political philos-

‘J. W. FULBRIGHT (D., Ark) heads
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

ophy—more exacily, the defense of
our own political philosophy and hos-
tility to Communism—as an end in
itself, to which, with increasing fre-
quency, it is deemed nccessary to
subordinate the freedorn and dignity
of individual men. Xfore and more,
in fear of having an ideology in whick
power is wielded arbitrarily imposed
upon us, we have been imposing a
degree of arhitrary power upon our-
selves, passively if uncasily aceepting
half-true explanations of necessity,
emergency and defense, while the
wielders of power reassure us with
a perversion of Lord Acton’s maxim,
something to the effect of: “Power,
it is true, corrupts, but I am incor-
ruptible and can be trusted to wield
power with voluntary benevolence and
restraint.”

I do not believe we have been un-
dermining traditional values capri-
ciously or hecause our leadens have
become scized with the lust for power.
The decisions which have led us in
a direction away from rather than
toward the fulfillment of our national
values have been made, for the most
part, by good and honest men. Good
faith, however, is not the same thing
as good judgment, and the fact that
our policy-makers have not con-
sciously sought to unbalance tradi-
tional constitutional relationships, and
the traditional values that underlie
them, does not mean that they have
not, inadvertently, done so. The tre-

" mendous pressures imposed upon our

policy-makers by the cold war, by
the wonldwide commitments of the
United States and by the permanent,
terrifying possibility of the destruc-
tion of our country by nuclear weap-
ons have had a corrosive, undermin-
ing effect on the very values we
are trying to defend.

l ‘-"-: ;s;;r& Jﬂrﬁ@ \_/\...

In an enviromment of danger and
anxicty ends have been confused wiin

e qﬂ- B - ¢__;~jg,_
b eSS

means, As Professor Commager said

in his testimcny before the Foreign
Relations Coramittea: “The reason
we are trying to win the contest with
Communism is precisely because we
want the triumph of the open mind,
the triumph of freedom, the triumph
of the unimpeded mv&s:.gatxon of
every scientific, every morsl and phil-
osophical question, anc i v comupt
that process at the verv o {, we
raay win the contest with Commus
nism anq lose the purgoses for which
we are contesiing.”

iy

v)

L4 RIOR to the Second \Vork. /i
despite the use of sples ix the Xevolu-
tion, in the Civil War and in the First
World War—our Government had
never engaged in large-scale, organ-
ized sceret intelligence activities.
Being believers in popular govern-
ment, we wanted no par; of Tt sort
of thing, and heing relaiively s
and isolated, we did not nave o one
gage in the kind of intrigies which
we associated with the Bad Cia World
of Europe.

World evenis and the grewis of
American power have altered this
outlook, Implicit in our rejection of
isolationism, however, is something
more than an acknowledgmen: of
altercd circumstances. There scems
also to be an assumption, rooted in
a curious contempt for the past, that
outmoded practices are bad practices
and that changed circumstances are
improved circumstances,

In more concrcte terms, at some
point in the process of acknowledging
the nccessity for world involvement,
for huge military expenditurcs and
far-flung intelligence activitics, we

"The pressures imposed by the worldwide commitmenis

of the United Stales have had a corresive effect
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SZ.HYOR FULBRIGHT—"The hu-
man individual is an end, not a means.
If we stand for anything in the world,
it is this idea.”

scem also to have become persuaded
that the taking on of these activities
has been a positivé good rather than
a regrettable necessity. The result
of ihis subtle out extremely signific-
aat extension of our attitude toward
isolationism is that, in rejecting prac-
tices which have become outmoded,
we have also gone far, without being
very conscious of it, toward rejecting
the values in which those practices
were rooted.

Trying to make a virtue of neces-
sity, we have come ciose to regarding
our vast military establishment, our
worldwide intclligence network and
our deep involvement in the affairs -

of foreign nations as gouu

things in themselves, The very’
word “isolationism” — or the

‘more commonly heard “neo-

isoiationism” —has  become,

like “appeasement,” a pejora-

tive, a word that is used not to

describe but to condemn a

point of view.

it has become almost impos-
sible, therefore, to introduce
certain salient points into the
current discussion, such as

that American isolationism

was a very wise policy in its

time, that it has now become
impractical but not neces-
sarily undesirable and, most’

-
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' values of American democracy
.. that has alicnated so many of
, our younger generation, Still
* believing in Jeffersonian prin-

" arc deeply offended by their

" most hideous carnage in the

.50 does the gap between gen-

erations, generating in the
young tha: terribie feeling of
“inability t heip ideas
and convi- —a
feeling v sat just an
affliction Sk bug of

. unnelieving

Jargely obsolete does not mean
that it is eatirely obsoiete.
Indeed, the term ‘“isolation-
ism,” insofar as it connotes
minding onc's own business,
still makes a good deal of
sense in a good many places.
Or, to make the point still
another way, the fact that we
cannot help being involved in
some people’s affairs does not
mean that we ought to foe in-
volved in everybody's affairs.

| 2abé |

i1
4:,\,, WHOLE new intclicctual
community has arlsen in our
country, dedicated to the de-
velopment of an ever more
sophisticated global strategy.
These scholars have introduced
new concepts such as “gradu-
ated deterrence,” the “balance
of terror,” “accepteble levels
of megadeaths,” all measur-
able with a finc precision by
the playing out of “war-game
scenarios.” It all sounds so
fascinating, so modern, sO
| forget that what is being
|| talked about, coldly and scien-

tifically, is the prospect of the

history of the human race,
Implicit in much of the

thinking of the sirategic intel-"~

lectuals is a rejection, indeed
a contempt, for traditional
values.  Federalism, checks
and balances and the primacy
of domestic civiian pursuits,
insofar as they are thought of
+at all, are thought of as quaint
anachronisms, In an age of
conflict, the conduet of con-
flict becomes an end in itself,

antiseptic that it is casy fo -

its needs claiming primacy
over the exds for which it was
undertaken, Thus, $70-billion

" a year for weapons must have

priority over a odest little
“war” against poverly; the :
military  obligation of the
young must have priority over
their education.

1t is, I believe, this loss of
in the traditional

ciples, they have sensed and

elders’ reversal of ends and
means. Underlying their pro-
test and dissent, even when
it takes extravagant forms, is «
the belief in the individual
as an end not a mcans. And
as the gap between practice
and traditional values widens,

a%&%§110}l%’}1,: 8%-%{%70?99338R000300030006-6

‘LLHE American people ai
not given to halfnearted un-
dertakings. Whatever the un-
dertaking, even if it is some-
thing- we do not especially
need, we want the biggest, thc_
best and the most of it—and
we usually succced. S0 it was |
with industrial and agricul-
tural development and the
exuberance of our effort hs_.s
made us the richest nation in
the world, And so it has been
with war: Starting as an Yex-
ample” for the world, a nation
which, in President Wilson's
phrase, Wwas oo proud o
fight,” we have become the
foremost fighter of the 20th
century, the architect of vic-
tory in two world wars, tlze
inventor and thus far the only
user of the atomic bomb, and
we are now participating i'n
our fourth major war of this !
century.
So also has it been with the
craft of intelligence. Prior to
* the Sccond World War Amacr-
. jican intelligence was amateur-

ish and inadequate. Now, in
keeping with our tendency to
throw oursclves into things
with a certain extravagance,
we have, with due respect to
the Russians, what is probably
the most powerful and exten-
sive intelligence network in
the world. 'So extensive have
the seerct operations of the
CIA. become all over the
world that in 1963 forrner .
President Truman, who had
created the CILA, 16 years .
before, wrote: “For some time
1 have been disturbed by the
way the CIA. has heen
diverted from its original

_assignment. It has become an

operational and at times a
policy-making arm of the Gov-

. ernment, . .

The crucible in which this
vast sceret apparatus was
formed was the cold war.
Emerging from the greatest
war in history with a total
victory that we cxpected to
he followed by a new, civilized
world order under the acgis
of the TUnited Nations, we
Americans were shocked and
disillusioned by  ‘Stalinist
Russia’s betrayal of its war-’
time agreements, as a rosult
of which we found oursclves
plunged into a hitter new
struggle characterized by penc-
tration, subversion, idcological
propaganda and externally
supported civil war, We were,
there is no doubt, cruelly be-
trayed.

We decided thereupon, as
Allen Dulles once explained, to
to “fight fire with five”
Through the Truman Dectrine,
the Marshall Plan and the
NATO treaty we saved West-

CIA-RDP7DE§338RO0AIANDIOPOEEn
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.what may or may\mprchsred

peen but was plausibly feared
“ar the time to be a Stalinist
dGesign for the conquest of
Burope. (These enlightened

~plicles might accurately be |

¢haracterized as fighting fire
aot with fire but with water.)

Beyond them, however, we
mastered and practiced the
echniques of the encmy. To
a degree that is only just be-
coming known to the Amer-
ican people, we learned how

to plant spies; we learned how -

to penetrate, subvert and over-
throw foreign governments,
and, most astonishing of all,
we even developed a network
of secret agents within our
own socicty. As so often in
the past, we have proved our-
sclves to be morc than a
match for an enemy in fight-
ing him with his own weap-
ons; we have indeed fought
fire with fire and the flames
have spread farther than any-
one could have expected. And

. now the question must be
asked: What ig the difference
between one kind of fire and
another, between Communist
fire and American fire?

All this was done under the
authorization of two unprece-
dented pieces of legislation,
the National Security Act of

' 1947, which created and de-
fined, very broadly, the intelli-
gence and “other functions” of
the CIA, and the Central
Intelligence Agency Act of
1949, which exempted the
C.LA. from the disclosure pro-
visions regarding personnel

which apply to other Govern-

ment sgencies and vested in
the Divector of Central Intel-
figence the power to spend
money “without regard to the
provisions of law and regula-

tions relating to-the expendi-
ture of public funds.”

So sweeping a grant of

power is not in keeping with -
_ our traditions; one might even .

call it “un-American’ The
fact that it was cnacted for
the sole and express purpose

of defending American tradi- '
tions in the cold war does not °

alter the fact, as Thomas
" Jefferson noted in 1819, that

ernment is independent, is
absolute also.”

o .
ngAT matters about the

recent disclosures concerning
the CILA, and its rclations
with  private
such as the National Student-

organizations .

b

olved
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Y
cence,” but the ¥
values involved and ian¢ sudu

“ing of those ideas and vaiues

in present-day Amciica.

The falr evaluation of any
human act requires that due

. account be taken of the iime

"and circumstances in which
the act took place. I helicve
that if I had been a student
leader in the late ningtecn-
fortics or carly fifties, and if
an apparently jimportant Gov-

- ernment  official had  ap-
proached me confidentially and
told me that I had a unique
opportunity to perform a
patriotic duty by accepting
funds from a scerct Govern-
ment source in crd.r to have
somcthing done tha! 1 thought
needed to be done anyway, 1
would have founc :i
indeed to turn such o Propos

down,
1 would have found it diffi-

cult because in thosc early
- days of the cold war, when
* Russia was still ruled by

| Stalin, Communism scemed -

* clearly to be an extremely
menacing aggressive force, one
which used stucent meetings

" as one of many instruments
in a centrally directed design

_-for conquest, I would also
have found it difficult to turn

- the proposal down because of
my confidence in the demo-
cratic purposes of my Govern-
ment and, in addition, being
inexperienced, I would havdly
have felt qualified *o chalienge
the view of an appirently im-
portant Governmiehl represen-
tative on a matter of national

| security. Only from the per-
spective of the mid-sixties,
when Communisi i5 0o lenger

,i a centrally directed interna-

. tional conspiracy, and when, -

! for good reason, wc have
' learncd to he skeptical about

some of the things our Gov-

ernment says and docs, does
it scem clear that the leaders
i of the National Student Asso-
I" ciation would have been well-
advised to refuse any associa-
tion with the CT.A.

1t is more difficult to under-

Y i stand why succeeding ieaders
‘whatever power in any gov- .

of the N.S.A. raintained the

- gecret association through the

" fifties and into the sixties, and

01

dig

of tae private individuals

ang Government officials in- .

voived knew—or should have
known—that what they were
doing was inconsistent with
democratic principles of free
inguiry and represcntative
government, The most plausi-

ble explanation is that those

who inringed on these prin-

ciples did so in the conviction

that they were discharging a
higher patrictic duty, that, in
making exceptions to demo-
cratic procedure, they were
helping to defend democracy.

This viewpoint is not with-
out merit. There are times
when it is necessary to violate
priaciple for the sake of prin-
ciple; it is done upon occasion
in the Senate, by honest and
principled men. The danger,
of o
iikke alechol and tobacco, casily
Trecoines & habit,

That, I believe, is what
happened in the case of the
C.L.A. and its clandestine asso-

ageinst ap enamy WG W
enemy  precisely

enzazes in al of thedo §

{ices.

The probiem could ni elsl
resoived, af least in
i we could simply 1
5 rule that the end never
tifies the means, our
policy must always be 0pen

R
Lidau

aid honest and made in ac-
cordance with coustitutional
procedure. The trouble is that
thal is probably not passible;
there are times of supreme

. emergency, involving matters

ciates: FExceptional behavior

became conventional behavior.
The clear evidence of that
transition’s having been made
is the apparent equanimity
with which most Americans
have accepted the recent dis-
closures.
number of people in recent
weeks who have said that they
favor what the CILA, and its
private affiliates have been
doing, that these organiza-
tions, after all, have been
fighting against Communisra
and that, therefore, they re-
gret only that it has all been
spoiled by public disclosure.

f‘y"’K:

& ONFLICT is & great
leveler. The longer it goes
on, the more undiscriminating
people become in their choice
of weapons; the more they

find it necessary to set aside

. principle for the sake of prin-

it is more difficult still to

* ynderstand why labor unions,
leading universities and sup-
i posedly philanthropic, tax-
* exempt foundations undertook
extensive, secret functions on

Association, is not the individ-
\:) NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE
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ciple; the more,
antagonists come to resembie
each other, It is for this

therefore, :

I have talked to a -

irse, is that expediency, .

reason that “fighting fire with

fire” is not only bad morals
but bad policy as well: It
tends to undermine the very
purpose for which it was un-
dertaken. It has not yet,
thank God, made us a police
state, but it has brought us

“closer to it and, what is even

more alarming, to greater
public acceptance of certain
practices associated with a
police state — seccret policy
making, unchecked executive

. power, subversion of foreign

§

" Governments,

bugging and
spying and wiretapping against
our own people—than we have
sver been in our history. All
this, let it be stated again, is
purpose

ding ourselves

which are literally matters of
life. and death--icr example,
the missile ecrisis of 1962—
when the President must act
decisively, immediately and
secretly.  We are compelicd,
therefore, to iay cown a Cuaii-
fied vule, & rule to the eilfec” |
that the end almost never
justifies the means, that our
policy must almost always be
open and honest and made in
accordance with constitutional
procedure.

Such a ruie leaves room for
human judgment ard, with it,
for human error, 7hal is un~
fortunate but it need not be
fatal. The American censtitu- -
tional sysiem has never func-
tioned automatically; .U has
always depended for ity suc-
cessful  functioning on &
degree of voluntary restraint
on the part of cacn of the
hiree branches of Government
in the excrcise of their re-
spective powers.

[t
wid

Lol principal significance
of the C.LA, disclosures is the
indication of a lack of restraint
on the part of the executive
in the conduct of foreign rela-
tions and the passive accept-
ance of unchecked cxecutive
power by the Congress and &
large portion, probably a ma-
jority, of the public. If we

- g6We have proved
cursclves more taan cii
malch for an cnemy
in fighting him

with his owa woxpons

. e a st G piaBd
have surend laxtlier

e
Yi-am

el i

Covone eeulL

Anya W .

cusected. 99
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" ace to restore that restraint

an the exercise of power with-
out which our constitutional
system cannot function, we
must begin by & candid recog-
nition of the extent to which
we have resorted to expedi-
ency in our rivalry with the
Communist countries,

The association between the
C.IA. and the National Stu-
dent Association was a clear

~ cas¢ of cold-war expediency.

It was obvious by the late
nincteen-forties that the Rus-
sians were using international
student meetingg and youth
festivals as occasions for cold-
war
efforts to influence the uncom-
mitted. It was obviously
desirable, and it remains de-
sirable, for American students
to participate in such meet-
ings in order to make a case
for—but even more important,

to set an example of—freedom .

of thought and expregsion.

But while American partici~ |

pation in -international stu-
dent meetings is desirable, it
is not essential,
missing something somewhere
but I have the very strong
feeling that international youth
congresses and festivals are
not nearly ag important as the

. NSA. and its CIA. bene-

factor have thought. . Since it
has always been unlikely that
cither Russian Communists or
American democrats could
convert the other, presumably

the importance of these meet-
ings has been the opportunity

which they offered to sway the
minds of the uncommitted. It

seems to me that the minds
“of the uncommitted would
have had to be fairly fechle .

to be permanently won over to
one idcology or the other by
flattery, oratory and hoopla, in

the course of a youth con-

gress,
The thought presents itself

that the people the young So- |
vit and American activists

propaganda and for |

were flattering were them. .

selves. I have thie further
strong feeling tha! the kind
of student exchange that has
real significance, the kind that
deeply and permanently influ-
ences the minds of the young,
fs the kind that hrings stu-
dents to a foreign country for .
a year or more of study, the
kind that takes place in class-

rooms and libraries and inter- .

national living centers, the
kind that very seldom makes
the news.
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ever, that thera i5 real vaiue
in the participation of vorng
Americans in  international
student meetings, by no stretch
of the imagination can these
be regarded as the Iind of

" life-and-death matter which

might, on rare oecasion, jus-
tify the circumvention of
democratic procedure. And
yet that is exactly what the
"CIA., with the full approval
"of its political superiors, did.

By secretly financing the in-
. ternational operations of the !

N.S.A., ‘it usurped the consti-
tutional authority of the

Congress to auih
appropriate public
spirit, that is, il = .
the letter of that cos stifu:
authority, in light «f the ex-
traordinary financizl nowers
given to the CILA. by the
Central Intelligence Agency
Act of 1949,

weHE C.LA, affair is only
the most recent marifestation
in a long-term trend toward

eign policy. The source of
this trend is crisis, In the
past 25 years American for-
eign policy has encountered a
shattering series of crises and
inevitably, or almost inevita-
bly, the effort to cope with
these has been executive
effort, while the Congress, in-
. spired by patriotismy, impor-
tuned by Presidents and de-
terred by lack of information,
has tended to fali in iine
behind the executive. The
* result has been an unhinging
of traditional constitutional
relationships; the Scnate's
constitutional powers of ad-

phied into what is widely re-

mum of advice,

It is worth recalling s few
of the landmarks along the
road to virtually unchecked
. executive predominance in for-
eign policy: :

. In 1940, President Roosevelt
made his destroyer deal with
Great Britain by executive
agreement even though it was
a commitment of great conse-
quence and a clear violation
of the international law of
neutrality, so much so that
Sir Winston Churchill' later
wrote that it had given Ger-
many the legal right to de-
clare war on the United States.
It was, however, an emergency
and Congress did not protest.

In 1950, President Truman
committed ' the United States
to war in Korea without the

war wag said to be a United:

Nations police action and

Al Aavmad asen e mi e zw

executive predominance in for-.

vice and consent huve atro--
garded as, though never as--

serted to be, a duty to give .
prompt consent with a mini- .

i BUheEitle 8 GogBR /2The C

“he poiice action was lmited,
= declaration of war would be
awlward, possibly leading to
ine expansion of the conflict,
and finally, it was contended
that the President had the
power to take the country into
war under his authority as
Commander in Chief and un-
der the inherent authority of

{he Presidency. Finding these '
the

arguments  persuasive,
Congress 'did not protest until
the war settled into a stale-
mate and {he opposition party
saw the opportunity to make
an ¢lection issue of it,

In recent years, Congress

_has exercised no more than a

seremionial role in decisions to
coramit American armed forces
overseas. ‘This role has con-
sisted in the adoption of
sweeping resolutions, perfunc-
torily debated and hastily en-
acted under conditions of
exireme urgency, under cir-
cumstances in which® any
extended debate or delibera-
tion would have been consid-
ered a sign of domestic dis-
sension in the face of &
foreign enemy and, therefore,
unpatriotic,
concerning Taiwan, the Middle
East and the Gulf of Tonkin
were submitted to the Con-
gress for the purpose of avoid-
ing internal controversy of the
kind President Truman en~
countered over -the Xorean
war—thas is to say, for the
executive's convenience and
not hecause any of the Presi-
dents concerned regarded him-
self as lacking the authority
to commit American forces
abroad. In adopting each of
these resolutions, Congress
abdicated its constitutional

authority over the decision to

declare war.
it is argued by certain po-

The résoiutions-

- the course of 25 years

litical scientists that the au-

thority of Congress to declare
war has become obsolete in the
nuclear age and has passed
into the hands of the execu-
tive. But this should not alarm
us unduly, they say, because
the check and balance former-
ly provided by the Congress
are now provided by diversities
within the executive branch.

“This,” in the words of the
distinguished historian Ruhl J.

Bartlett, “is an argument
scarcely worthy of small boys,
for the issue iz not one of
advice or influence.. It is a
question of power, the author-
ity to say that something shall
or shall not be done, If the
President is restrained only
by those whom he appoints
and who hold their positions
at_hig

by all recen:

. revive and streazinen

Cenuizy

enit words, is Wi

their constitutional
coaduct foreign relalion:
{0 advise the Congzress with
respect to foreign policy shall
be interpreted as the right to
control foreign relations.”

[ AR

oL LOW can the constitutional '
imvalance ba rvedressed? I
stronzly believe tiat the Con-
should Certaite 1o
the
deliberative functon which it
has permitted to atecohy in
crisis.
Acting on the premise {(hat
dissent is nob disioyalty, that
& true consensus is shaped by
siving differences rather than
oy suppressing tnem, the Sen-

o288

. ate should again become, as

it used to be, an institution
in which the great issues of
American politics are con-
tested  with  thorouganess,
and candor. Nor
should the Senate ailow itself

“to de too easily swayed by

executive pleas for urgency
and unanimity, or by alcgas

tiens of “aid and conwort” to

the cnemies of the United
States made by officials whose
concern with such matters
may save something to do
with & distaste for criticism
directed at themselves.

it is sometimes useful and
occasionally necessary  for
Congress to express prompt
and emphatic support for the
President on some matter of
foreign relations. It seems to
me, however, that we have
zone too far in this respect, .
to the point of confusing
Presidential convenicnce with
the national interest. It is
pexlectly natural for the Presi-
dent, pressed as he is to make
decisions and take action in
foreign relations, to over-
emphasize tho desirability of
promptness and unanimity.

_But the Senate has its own
_ responsibilities, and however
_strongly feelings of patriotism

" the
. higher patriotism requires it

may incline it to comply with
President’'s  wishes, 2

to fulfill its constitutional

. obligation.

As part of a broader effort

to redress the constitutional

imbalance in foreign policy
the C.LA. should he brought
under effective Congressional
oversight, The technical means
by which this is accomplished
is not of critical importance.
What is wanted is the will and
determination of Congress to
place checks on the power of

el PR B G330 mae it -y secom

pened to all intents and pur-
noses, although not in form

able.
The dilemma. posed by the
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activities in a world;(zﬁgrgc\z%d

powers, these activi

nover wholly be reconciled
with the values of our free
society. Under the pressures
of the cold war we have gone
{ar indeed toward permitting
tue intelligence agency, and
the exccutive in general, to
exercise unrestrained powers
over our foreign relations and,”
to an alarming degree, over
important arcas- of our do-
mestic life as well, So far
has this trend advanced that’
the values of our society are
now endangered by the means.
invented for their defense.
That is the core of our di-
lemma: As long as we adhere.
to these values—and particu-.
larly to the Kantian impera-i

be treated as an end and not
as a means—we cannot give
ourselves over to the fighting
of “fire with fire" withont
jeopardizing the very values
we are resolved to defend,
Whatever we do to try to
resolve this dilemma, what-
ever we do to defend our na-
tional values, we ought never
to forget that the foremost

.safeguard of these values iy

the American Constitution. it

can be changed, when it is

found wanting, by the mieans

designated in the Constitution '
itself. But, in the words of

Washington's great address:

“Let there be no change by

usurpation; for though this in

one instance may be the in-

strument of good, it is the

customary weapon by which

free governments are de-
stroyed” H
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UNDER FIRE—CLA, headquarters in Langley, Va. °

World War Il, the U. S. had never engaged in such ac vili:s
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Now we have probably the world's
most powerful intelligence network.”
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